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UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 
Kingston, Rhode Island 
FACULTY SENATE 
BILL 
Serial Number #79-80--17 
RECEIVED 
UNIVERSITY OF R. !. 
Adopted by the Faculty Senate I ,Ji'>,N l 0 1980 
TO: President Frank Newman j1 
OFFICE vt Hi£ PRESIDENT 
FROM: Chairperson of the Faculty Senate 
1. The attached BILL, titled Academic Standards and Calendar CqmmittQ~ Report 
#1978-79-6: Program Average 
is forwarded for your consideration. 
2. The original and two copies for your use are included. 
3. This BILL was adopted by vote of the Faculty Senate on January 10, 1980 
(date) 
4 . After considering this bi 11, will you please indicate your approval or 
disapproval. Return the original or forward it to the Board of Regents, 
completing the appropriate endorsement below . 
5. In accordance with Section 8, paragraph 2 of the Senate's By-Laws, this 
bill wi 11 become effective on January 31, 1980 (date), three weeks 
after Senate approval, unless: (1) specific dates for implementation are 
written into the bill; (2) you return it disapproved; (3) you forward 
it to the Board of Regents for their approval; or (4) the University 
Facu 1 ty petitions for a referendum. If the b i 11 is forwarded to the 
Board of Regents, it will not become effe~~ ~approved by the Board. 
January 11, 1980 ~-~  
(date) A 1 v{n '-K Swon£er 
Chairperson ol the Faculty Senate 
ENDORSEMENT 
TO: Chairperson of the Faculty Senate 
FROM: President of the University 
1. Returned. 
2 . a. Approved __ ·../_, ----
b. Approved subject to final approval by Board of Regents 
c. Disapproved----------
,j?b/qo 
(date)' President 
Form revised 7/78 
BACKGROUND: 
University of Rhode Island 
Facu 1 ty Senate 
Academic Standards and Calendar Committee 
Report #78:-79-6 
AU!IUSt. 1979 
In Hay of 1979 the Academic Standards and Calendar Conmittee met with Prof. A. 
Sw.onger, former chairman of the Conmi ssi on on Undergraduate Educat.ion' s Sub-
comnittee on Grading Practices, to reconsider CUE recommendation 34.13 . . (A copy 
of this recommendation is attached to this report as Appendix II. Also attached 
to this report as Appendix B are excerpts from a report submitted to the commis-
sioner on Undergraduate Education by its Subconmlttee on Gradinrt Practices which 
indicate the rationale for CUE 34. 13 . Appendix C of this report contains data from 
an illustrative study prepared by the CUE Subconmittee on Grading Practices . ) The 
Academic Standards and Calendar Connittee had reviewed CUE 34.13 in 1978 and re-
jected it. However, in later conversations it became clear that the committee had 
misunderstood several points . When these were later clarified by Prof. Swonqer 
the conmittee decided to pass the recommendation on to the Senate for action . 
RECOHMENDATIONS: 
The Academic Standards and Ca 1 endar Corrmit tee r.econnends : 
1) That the University at the earliest possible date institute the practice of 
calculating program averages for all of its students as des<:ribed in Cornnission 
on Undergraduate Education reconnendation 34 . 13. 
2) That this method of evaluation shall apply to incomi-ng freshmen only in the 
firs.t year of its implementation, shall apply tu sophomores and i ncominq fresh-
men in the second year of its implerrentations, and so forth. 
3) That at the end of a two year trial period, the Academic Standards and Calendar 
Committee and the Curricular Affairs Conmittee of the Faculty Senate shilll make 
recommendations to the Senate as to whether, when a student Qraduates, his Pro-
gram Average shall appear on his transcript along with a brief explanation . 
--~-
D. Campenella (Std.) 
J. Demitroff (ex- officio) 
J. Fraleiqh - - .--
J . Kowalski (chairman) 
G. McNab 
D. May 
G. Osborne 
F. Test 
Appendix II 
CUE Reconunenda t.i on 34 . 13 
PHOGRAM 1\VERAGE CALCULATION 
That the Universlty at the earliest possible date institute 
the pra:ctlce of ca 1 cul at i ng prortram averayes (PI\' s) for a 11 
of its students . This method of .evaluation should apply to 
,incomi.ng ft·csh~tcn only i.n the first year of implementation. 
r·or each cours~ of.f~rcod at tlu:J Un.iversity, th~ clve.rag(t 
arade oF r.tud('nts regl$tcred £or tht~ course shall be crllcu·-
J,•ted from the rost,.r of grades as submltte'l bl[ tile fa.;:ul ty 
member at the end of the grading period. Incompl<•tes shall 
not be inclUded in the calculation. F.ach student's progr(1m 
average shall be calculate<! for t/le current semester and 
cumulatively in the sarne manner that the QPII is .;:urrently 
calculated except that the ;:}verage grade of the entire 
class '(onl•l. the specj.fic s ection that the "tudent was 
actually .in for multi-section courses} shall be us<'d in 
plact;? of t/1" .<:tudent's own grade. 
In effect, the Pll will indicate what the QPA would 
have been for a ltypot}Jetical average studtmt taking all 
the smnt."' cour5cs (<lnrf the !;amc [;f!CtiOn) as the student in 
question. Thus th<> Pll is an lndlvldualiz c>rl ,111cltor point 
far i ·iJterpi<.~tation Qf the QPA . Gradf's transferrel.l from 
other colleqcs .1nd IJnlversities would not fiqure into the 
f'A just <Js the11 do not currently figure in the Qf'A. The 
course _average for each course, the st:.uden.t' -s PA for the 
scme~ter and the student' .o::; cumulat ·ive PA wi ll appc.Jr on 
C"ach semer.ter ·qriltle rC'pdrt . 
At the end of a two-year trit·ll period, the Curr1culc:1C 
Affairs C.Jnrmi ttce of tiJe Faculty Senate shall decide 
whet Iter, wltcn a s .tudent graduates, his PA will appear on 
his tr,mscript along ·with a brief explanation. 
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Appendix B. 
Rationale for CUE .34.13 
(Excerpted from a report prepared by the 
CUf Subc01m1ittee on Gradin!l Practices) 
Problem: The percentage of all grades that ar.e A's and B's has been risinq 
in recent years while the frequency with which C's, D's and F's are assigned 
has been dropping. Grading inflation is disadvanta.geous for the following 
reasons: (l) the inteqrity of the grading system is thrown into question and 
high grades are no longer respected by those outside the Unive_ rsi ty COOJOOnity; 
(2) students who c~leted their college .educations in different years (as 
little as two or three years apart) cannot be equitably compared with respect 
to GPA; (3) achievements such as cum laude or the Dean's List have lost their 
exc 1 us i veness and ruch of their ability to conmand respect. 
Pt·oblem: The different curricula across campus differ widely in the 
degree of difficulty and in the distribution of grades. This ma~es it ex-
tremely difficult t!l coq>are students competing for the same slot in qraduate 
o•· medical school, etc., or for employment if the students in question have 
substantially different academic backgrounds. 
RecOillllendation : (please see .CUE 34 . 13, Appendix A] 
Impact of Rec~ndation : Adoption of this recommendation would have the 
followinq effects : (l) the performance of each student c!)uld be more truly 
assessed -by comparing his QPA with that of an average student taking the same 
courses; ( 2) students from different graduating classes and different curricula 
could be compared more adequately; (3) the incentive to :ake "easy" courses 
or "easy" instructors would be greatly .diminished; (4) students who self~ select 
difficult programs and electives would be identified by their low PA; (5) al - -
though grade inflation would not necess-arily be stemmed by this procedure, there 
would be an honest and up~ front measure of it which would provide a base of 
comparison; (6) it would be of interest to investigate whether the QPA when ad4 
justed for differences in PA would be a better predictor of postoraduate s.uccess 
than the QPA i tse 1 f . · 
Appendix C 
Table of Program Averages for 46 randomlJ..~~l~cted 1974 URI qraduates 
Student# 
---
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 
10 
ll 
12 
13 
'14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
.28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
Home Econ. 2. 72 
Nursing 3. 83 
Pharmacy 2. 09 
Bus . Ad . 2.97 
Med. Tech. 3.96 
Sociol. (A&S) 3. 63 
Res. Oevel. 2.68 
Home Econ. 3. 25 
Phys. Ed . (A&S) 3. 27 -
Chem. (MS) 2.4B 
Bus . Ad. 3. 67 
Classics (A&S) 3. 20 
Botany (A&S) 3.44 
English (A&S) 2.49 
Bus. Ad. 2.72 
Civ . & Envir . Eng. 2. 31 
Bus. Ad. 2. 72 
Phys. Ed. (A&S) 2. 82 
- Nursing 2. 38 
Sec. Ed. (A&S) 3. 73 
Sec. Ed. (A&S) 3.76 
Home Econ. 2. 64 
Res. Oevel. 2. 71 
Mech . Engr. 2. 34 
Bus . Ad. 2. 46 
Pharmacy 2.55 
Res. Deve l . 2. 85 
Phys. Ed. (A&S) 2.02 
Bus. Ad . 2.02 
Speech (A&S) 3. 64 
Res . Oevel. 3.14 
Bus . Ad . 3.52 
Home Econ. 2.82 
.Bus . 1\d. 2. 07 
Bus ; Ad. . 2.97 
Engl hh (A&S) 3. lg 
Elem. Ed . (A&S) 2.54 
Po 1. Sci . (A&S) 3. 63 
Elem. Ed . (A&S) 2 . 84 
English (A&S) 2. 41 
Civ . & Envir. Eng . 2.B4 
Zoology (A&s) 3. 19 
Med. Tech. 2.97 
Bus . Ad . , 2 .68 
Bus. Ad . 2.70 
Speech (AI\S) 2.86 
- 8-
PA 
2. 95 
2. 55 
2.71 
2. 61 
2.50 
2.97 
2. 71 
3. 0.3 
3.. 17 
2. 52 
2- 65 
3. ll 
2. 76 
2. 7l 
2.65 
2.65 
2.65 
2.66 
2.70 
2.94 
3.16 
2. 84 
2. 64 
2. 67 
2. 57 
2. 60 
2.43 
2. 72 
2.63 
3. 09 
2. 66 
2. 67 
2.68 
2.6.8 
2.65 
3.21 
.2.98 
.2. 70 
3.04 
2.87 
2.78 
2.75 
2. 45 
2.64 
\ 2.67 
3.00 
•\ 
i. 
